









































































































Arbitration	 Foundation	 of	 Southern	 Africa	 (AFSA);	 Cairo	 Regional	 Centre	 for	 International	
























An	online	questionnaire	 composed	of	 a	 combination	of	27	 closed	and	open	questions	was	
circulated	 broadly	within	 the	 international	 arbitration	 community	 for	 completion.	 The	 vast	
majority	of	responses	was	from	individuals	in	three	African	countries	(South	Africa,	Nigeria	and	
Egypt).	It	is	important	that	this	is	kept	in	view	in	understanding	the	results	of	the	survey	as	the	
respondents	 were	 requested	 to	 respond	 in	 accordance	 with	 their	 own	 experience	 and	
knowledge	 of	 arbitration	 in	 Africa.	 It	 is	 apparent	 that	 the	 respondents	 could	 speak	 to	 the	
arbitral	centres	and	cities	they	were	more	familiar.			
	






















information.3	 The	 primary	 function	 of	 any	 arbitral	 centre	 or	 institution	 is	 to	 administer	
arbitration	cases.	Such	administration	is	effective	from	the	publication	of	bespoke	arbitration	
rules,	 registration	 of	 arbitration	 references	 or	 cases,	 appointment	 of	 arbitrators,	 case	
management,	provision	of	hearing	support	facilities,	delivery	of	awards,	and	payment	of	the	


















other	 rules,	 we	 allocated	 a	 notional	 value	 of	 0.5.	 These	 values	 evidence	 our	 focus	 on	 the	
experience	of	each	centre	in	the	actual	mechanics	of	administering	an	arbitration.	The	notional	























African	 countries,	we	 allocated	 a	 notional	 value	 of	 0.3	 and	 0.4	 for	 relationships	with	 non-







however	 expect	 that	 our	 subsequent	 ranking	 of	 African	 arbitral	 centres	 will	 include	more	
diverse	 factors	 (already	 mentioned)	 as	 access	 to	 relevant	 information	 is	 provided	 by	 the	
centres.	 	
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Some	 of	 these	 centres	 do	 not	 administer	 arbitration	 cases	 but	 provide	 facilities	 including	
hearing	rooms	to	support	the	private	dispute	resolution	process;	while	some	effectively	act	as	











































































1	 AFSA12	 4134	 -	 -	 2	[0.6]	 7	[2.8]	 4137.4	
2	 CRCICA13	 1408	 -	 -	 14	[4.2]	 43	[17.2]	 1429.4	
3	 OAMCC14	 181	 -	 -	 10	[3]	 -	 184	
4	 CCJA15	 157	 -	 -	 -	 2	[0.8]	 157.8	
5	 KIAC16	 137	 4	[2]	 -	 1	[0.3]	 -	 139.3	
6	 TIARB17	 89	 -	 1	[0.2]	 -	 -	 89.2	
7	 ICAMA18	 -	 165	[82.5]	 1	[0.2]	 -	 -	 82.7	
8	 NCIA19	 40	 8	[4]	 -	 4	[1.2]	 2	[0.8]	 46	































Name	of	Arbitral	Institution Abbreviation Country Points 
Arbitration	Foundation	of	Southern	Africa AFSA South	Africa 93 
Cairo	Regional	Centre	for	International	Commercial	
Arbitration CRCICA Egypt 72 
Kigali	International	Arbitration	Centre KIAC Rwanda 51 
Lagos	Court	of	Arbitration LCA Nigeria 44 









































































this	 coding	 exercise,	 the	 difficulty	 with	 data	 collection	 for	 ad	 hoc	 arbitrations	 is	 that	 the	
numbers	of	 such	 references	 is	 difficult	 to	 verify.	 This	 is	 unlike	arbitral	 centres,	 that	 keep	a	
record	of	the	number	of	cases	they	administer.		
	











































requirements	 for	 which	 respondents	 that	 identified	 the	 top	 arbitral	 centres	 in	 Africa	 also	
mentioned	as	being	of	high	quality	in	those	centres.	The	list	is	very	helpful	for	African	arbitral	
centres	to	adopt	in	assessing	their	service	provision	to	their	users.	
































































































Respondents	 have	 participated	 in	 ad	 hoc	 arbitration	 in	 various	 capacities	 as:	 arbitrator,	














































Grouped	 according	 to	 countries:	 South	 Africa	 [with	 Johannesburg,	 Cape	 Town,	 Durban,	
Pretoria,	 Sandton	 and	 Guateng	 commanding	 86	 responses);	 Nigeria	 (Lagos,	 Abuja,	 Enugu,	
Abakaliki,	Asaba,	Ile-Ife,	Kaduna,	Port	Harcourt	and	Warri	with	53	responses);	Egypt	(Cairo	with	
25	responses).		
	
The	top	10	African	cities	for	arbitration	according	to	respondents	are:	
Cities	 Number	of	votes	
Cairo	 112	
Johannesburg	 82	
Kigali	 64	
Lagos	 59	
Cape	Town	 45	
Abidjan	 29	
Abuja	 25	
Pretoria	 22	
Durban	 16	
Tunis	 16	
Figure	17:	Table	shows	the	top	10	cities	for	arbitration.	
	
Top	20	are:	
Cities	 Number	of	votes	
Cairo	 112	
Johannesburg	 82	
Kigali	 64	
Lagos	 59	
Cape	Town	 45	
Abidjan	 29	
Abuja	 25	
Pretoria	 22	
Durban	 16	
Tunis	 16	
Port	Louis	 14	
Douala	 12	
Dakar	 12	
Nairobi	 11	
Cotonou	 10	
Addis	Ababa	 10	
Casablanca	 10	
Ougadougou	 9	
Accra	 9	
Sandton	 8	
Figure	18:	Table	shows	the	top	20	cities	for	arbitration.	
	 	
	 21	
	
Reasons	for	these	choices	according	to	respondents:	
	
Ø Availability	of	expertise	in	arbitration;	
Ø Accessibility	[transportation];	
Ø Access	to	modern	technology	and	facilities;	
Ø Arbitration	friendly	laws	and	jurisdictions;	
Ø Economic	hubs	in	Africa;	
Ø Reputation	of	the	arbitral	centre	in	the	city;	
Ø Multilingual	cities;	
Ø Geographical	location	of	the	cities;	
Ø Politically	stable	
Ø Security	
	
In	participating	in	arbitration	in	Africa,	respondents	found	the	following	most	rewarding:	
Ø Disposal	of	the	dispute	expeditiously;	
Ø Acceptance	of	the	arbitral	award	by	the	parties;	
Ø Conducting	ICC	arbitration	in	Africa	as	well	as	if	it	had	been	conducted	in	Paris	and	
saving	the	parties	travel	costs;	
Ø Efficient	conduct	of	the	arbitral	proceedings;	
Ø Localisation	of	the	arbitration;	
Ø Devoid	of	unnecessary	formality	and	technicality;	
Ø Ease	of	communication	(both	logistical	and	linguistically);		
Ø Efficiency	and	expediency;	
Ø Use	of	modern	technology;	
Ø Procedural	flexibility;	
Ø Confidentiality	of	the	process.	
	
Respondents	found	the	following	most	troubling:	
Ø Attempts	to	delay	the	proceedings	by	respondent	counsel;	
Ø Appointment	of	arbitrators	that	are	unfamiliar	with	the	substantive	subject	matter	of	
the	dispute;	
Ø Costs	of	the	arbitration;	
Ø Dealing	with	dilatory	parties	and	lawyers	who	import	litigation	rules	into	arbitration;	
Ø Enforcement	of	the	award;	
Ø Unclear	text	of	local	laws	on	arbitration;	
Ø Length	of	proceedings;	
Ø Too	frequent	recourse	to	the	courts	during	the	arbitration	proceedings;	
Ø Repeated	appointments	of	some	arbitrators.	
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Egypt	
Cairo	
Cote	D’Ivoire	
Abidjan	
Morocco	
Casablanca	
Marrakech	
Rabat	
Uganda	
Kampala	
South	Africa	
Johannesburg	
Cape	Town	
Durban	
Pretoria	
Sandton	
Cameroon	
Douala	
Yaoundé	
Ghana	
Accra	
Benin	
Cotonou	
Zambia	
Lusaka	
Chad	
N’Djamena	
Kenya	
Nairobi	
Nigeria	
Lagos	
Abuja	
Enugu	
Rwanda	
Kigali	
Tanzania	
Dar	es	Salaam	
Ethiopia	
Addis	Ababa	
Tunisia	
Tunis	
Libya	
Tripoli	
Burkina	Faso	
Ouagadougou	
Botswana	
Gaborone	
Sudan	
Khartoum	
Zimbabwe	
Harare
Democratic	
Republic	of	Congo	
Kinshasa	
Namibia	
Windhoek	 Mozambique	
Maputo
Togo	
Lome	
Lesotho	
Maseru	
Eswatini	
Maputo	
Figure	19:	Map	showing	major	cities	for	Arbitration	in	Africa	
